Samples analyzed by the Manchester Laboratory were collected from the cone splitter in glass bottles, but were not filtered. They were stored on ice during transport to the laboratory.
Laboratory Procedures
The 1999 samples were analyzed for a total of 153 pesticides and pesticide transformation products (hereafter referred to as pesticides) using two laboratories. At the NWQL, pesticides retained on the SPE cartridges were eluted with a hexane-isopropanol mixture and analyzed for 47 pesticides using gas chromatography/mass spectrometry (GC/MS) with selected ion monitoring (Zaugg and others, 1995) (table 1) . At the Manchester Laboratory, pesticides present in the whole-water samples were extracted using methylene chloride and analyzed for 142 pesticides (table 2) using Draft USEPA Method 8085, which uses capillary column GC analysis with an atomic emission detector (AED) and ion-trap GC/MS confirmation (Huntamer and others, 1992) . The 1998 samples analyzed at the Manchester Laboratory were analyzed for a shorter list of pesticides than was used with the 1999 samples. The list of pesticides analyzed for in 1998 can be found in Voss and Embrey (2000) .
Results of 1999 Quality-control Samples
Quality-control samples analyzed included one field blank to assess contamination and bias and one replicate sample to assess variability.
Additionally, laboratory-matrix spike samples were analyzed to measure the recovery of targeted pesticides. Quality control procedures for the NWQL and Manchester Laboratory included the use of laboratory surrogates, internal standards, and calibration as described by Pritt and Raese (1995) and by Huntamer and others (1992) , respectively. The results of the 1998 qualitycontrol samples can be found in Voss and Embrey (2000) .
No pesticides were detected in the field blank. Concentration differences in the set of replicate samples ranged from 0.0 to 4.0 percent as measured by relative percent difference for samples analyzed by the NWQL and between 0.0 and 47.8 percent for samples analyzed by the Manchester Laboratory (table 3) . Although the percent differences seem high for certain compounds, it is because the concentrations themselves are very low, so even small differences in concentrations can lead to large percent differences. No modifications were made to the data set based on these results. The percent recoveries for the laboratorymatrix spike target compounds typically ranged between 60 and 130 percent with a few exceptions (tables 4 and 5), and were generally acceptable for data interpretation. In cases where a compound has a much lower recovery, such as 4-nitrophenol with a recovery of only 35 percent, the concentration of the compound is likely higher than reported because some of the compound is lost during analysis. No modifications were made to the data set based on these results.
There was some overlap of compounds analyzed by the NWQL and Manchester Laboratory, which provided additional quality assurance (tables 6 and 7). In cases of overlapping detections, the value reported by the NWQL was used for statistical analysis and interpretation because of lower reporting levels.
Pesticides detected in stream water
A total of 26 different pesticides and pesticide transformation products were detected in water samples taken during 1998 and 1999, although slightly different pesticides were detected in each year (tables 8 and 9). Of the compounds that were analyzed for in both 1998 and 1999, bromacil and 4,4-DDE were the only pesticides detected in the 1999 samples but not in the 1998 samples. Conversely, gamma-HCH, napropamide, EPTC, and desethylatrazine were all detected in the 1998 storm samples but not in the 1999 samples. Neither 4,4-DDT nor 4,4-DDD was analyzed for in 1998, so a comparison between years is not possible for these compounds. For most of the pesticides, the detected concentrations were similar from year to year. For example, there does not appear to be a discernable trend in concentrations of prometon at Lyon, Lewis, or Juanita Creeks or in concentrations of diazinon at Lewis or Juanita Creeks ( fig. 1 ). However, samples from Lyon Creek do show a decline in diazinon over time, but more data would need to be collected to determine if this trend is statistically significant.
Eighteen of the pesticides were detected in both years. Of the three urban sites, Juanita Creek had the greatest number of pesticides detected. Eighteen pesticides were detected in samples from Juanita Creek in 1998 and 22 pesticides were detected in samples in 1999, whereas 17 pesticides were detected in samples from Lyon Creek in 1998 and 18 in 1999. Thirteen pesticides were detected in samples from Lewis Creek in 1998 and 9 were detected in 1999. Only one pesticide (dicamba) was detected at the reference site Rock Creek in 1999 and none were detected in 1998.
Of the 26 pesticides detected, 15 were herbicides, 5 were insecticides, 1 was a fungicide, and 5 were pesticide transformation products. The most frequently detected herbicides were 2,4-D, dichlobenil, MCPP and prometon, which were detected in almost every sample at the three urban sites. Diazinon was the most frequently detected insecticide and was detected in samples of stream water from all three of the urban sites.
A major source for about half of the detected compounds is likely the residential use of pesticides. Ten of the pesticides detected in samples from the streams in 1999 (2,4-D, carbaryl, diazinon, dichlobenil, malathion, MCPA, MCPP, prometon, triclopyr, and trifluralin) are sold in King County home and garden stores and thus are available for residential use (Voss and Embrey, 2000) .
Dicamba, also detected in 1999 samples, was not listed as being sold in home and garden stores, but actually is the third active ingredient in several fertilizerpesticide combination products. Pentachlorophenol was also not listed as being sold in retail outlets, but it is a popular wood preservative that is commercially available. The remaining pesticides that were detected likely originate from nonresidential applications.
Distribution of pesticides between suspended sediment and water
Because samples sent to the U.S. Geological Survey National Water Quality Laboratory were filtered, it is important to know the potential effect of filtration on analytical results. The total amount of a pesticide suspended in each wholewater sample is distributed between the water phase and the suspended sediment phase. Although only the concentrations in water were measured, it is possible to estimate the concentration of a compound sorbed to the suspended sediment, assuming equilibrium between the phases. The equilibrium distribution between the phases is defined as: Because the concentration of suspended organic carbon (SOC) was not measured as part of this study, the estimate of SOC for equation (1) 1990) . A high K oc value indicates that a compound will sorb more readily to sediment than will a compound with a low K oc value.
As the concentration of suspended sediment increases, the fraction of each compound that will partition to the sediment also increases ( fig. 3 ). 
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